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Appropriations are one part of a complex federal budget process that includes budget 
resolutions, appropriations (regular, supplemental, and continuing) bills, rescissions, and 
budget reconciliation bills. The process begins with the President’s budget request and is 
bounded by the rules of the House and Senate, the Congressional Budget and Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974 (as amended), the Budget Enforcement Act of 1 990, and current program 
authorizations. 

This report is a guide to the Department of Transportation (DOT) and Related Agencies 
appropriations bill for FY2001 . It is designed to supplement the information provided by the 
Subcommittees on Transportation of the House and Senate Committees on Appropriations. 
It summarizes the current legislative status of the bill, its scope, major issues, historic funding 
levels (by agency and major programs), and requests for the upcoming fiscal year, and related 
legislative activity. The report lists the key CRS staff relevant to the issues covered and 
related CRS products. 

This report is updated as soon as possible after major legislative developments, especially 
following legislative action in the committees and on the floor of the House and Senate. 

NOTE: A Web version of this document with 
active links is available to congressional staff at 
[http://www.loc.gov/crs/products/apppage.html] 
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Summary 

President Clinton signed the FY2001 Department of Transportation (DOT) 
Appropriations Act (P.L. 106-346; H.Rept. 106-940) on October 23, 2000. The 
agreement provides $57,978 billion for DOT. This is an increase of more than 14% 
over the enacted FY2000 level. The Act provides increases for all major DOT 
agencies except the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA). On December 2 1 , 2000, 
President Clinton signed the FY2001 Consolidated Appropriations Act (P.L. 106- 
554). The Act provided for a government-wide rescission of 0.22%. This cut $125 
million from the DOT budget for FY2001. 

Both houses of Congress had passed somewhat different versions of the FY2001 
appropriations bill (H.R. 4475). The House of Representatives version would have 
provided total budgetary resources of $55.2 billion; the Senate version $54.7 billion. 
The roughly $500 million difference was partly an outgrowth of the lower budget cap 
that Senators had to work with. For the overall DOT budget, the Senate bill would 
have represented a 9.5% increase over the FY2000 budget; the House bill a nearly 
10.5% increase. 

The FY2001 Act reflects the ongoing impact of the Transportation Equity Act 
for the 21 st Century (TEA21). It raises highway funding by 16% and mass transit 
funding by almost 8.5%. These spending levels meet or exceed TEA21's requirements. 
The Administration had proposed increases of 5% for highways and roughly 9% for 
transit. 

The enacted version of H.R. 4475 appropriates additional funds not included in 
either the House or Senate -passed versions, such as: $1.37 bi ll ion for miscellaneous 
highway projects, $600 million for the Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge, roughly 
$55 million for the Appalachian development highway system; and $720 million for 
the Emergency Relief Federal Aid Highway Program. 

The Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21 st Century 
(FAIR21) (P.L. 106-181)has also had a major impact on the FAA’s funding for 
FY2001. H.R. 4475, in conformance with FAIR21, provides for an increase in the 
FAA’s total budget of roughly 25%. 

The FY2001 Act includes language to strengthen state drunk driver blood 
alcohol standards to 0.08% but phases in the highway funds reduction penalties more 
gradually than in the Senate passed bill-at a rate of 2% annually beginning in FY2004 
up to a maximum of 8%. It also permits the Federal Motor Carrier Safety 
Administration (FMCSA) to collect and analyze public comments and data on its 
proposed hours of service rules but prohibits FMCSA from taking final action during 
FY2001. 
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Appropriations for FY2001 : Department of 
Transportation and Related Agencies 

Most Recent Developments 

President Clinton signed the FY2001 Department of Transportation (DOT) 
Appropriations Act (P.L. 106-346) into law on October 23, 2000. The House and 
Senate had approved the conference agreement (H.Rept. 106-940) on October 6, 
2000. The FY2001 Act provides $57,978 billion for DOT. This is an increase of more 
than 14% over enacted FY2000 funding. The FY2001 Act appears to be in 
conformance with the requirements of both the Transportation Equity Act for the 21 st 
Century (TEA21) and the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for 
the 21 st Century (FAIR21). It also includes, in modified form, a Senate provision to 
strengthen state drunk driver blood alcohol standards to 0.08%. In addition, the 
enacted bill permits the Federal Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) to 
collect and analyze public comments and data on its proposed hours of service rules, 
but prohibits FMCSA from taking fined action during FY2001. 

The FY2001 Act includes conference agreement provisions not found in either 
the Senate or House bills, such as, additional appropriations of $1.37 billion for 
miscellaneous highway projects, $600 million for the Woodrow Wilson Memorial 
Bridge, and $55 million for the Appalachian development highway system. Also 
provided is $720 million for the Emergency Relief Federal Aid Highway Program. 

On December 21, 2000, President Clinton signed the FY2001 Consolidated 
Appropriations Act (P.L. 106-554) which provided for a 0.22% government-wide 
rescission. The Act rescinded roughly $125 million from the DOT budget. The Act 
also included just over $20 million in additional transportation spending. 

The Transportation Appropriations Framework 

Transportation is function 400 in the annual unified congressional budget. It is 
also considered part of the discretionary budget. Funding for the DOT budget is 
derived from a number of sources. The majority of funding comes from dedicated 
transportation trust funds. The remainder of DOT funding is from federal Treasury 
general funds. The transportation trust funds include: the highway trust fund, the 
transit account of the highway trust fund, the airport and airway trust fund, and the 
inland waterways trust fund. All of these accounts derive their respective funding from 
specific excise and other taxes. 

Together, highway and transit funding constitute the largest component of DOT 
appropriations, and can account for 60% to 70% of total federal transportation 
spending in any given year. Most highway and the majority of transit programs are 
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funded with contract authority derived by the link to the highway trust fund. This is 
very significant from a budgeting standpoint. Contract authority is tantamount to, but 
does not actually involve, entering into a contract to pay for a project at some future 
date. Under this arrangement, specified in Title 23 U.S.C., authorized funds are 
automatically made available at the beginning of each fiscal year and may be obligated 
without appropriations legislation. Appropriations are required to make outlays at 
some future date to cover these obligations. 

Where most federal programs require new budget authority as part of the annual 
appropriations process, transportation appropriators are faced with the opposite 
situation. That is, the authority to spend for the largest programs under their control 
already exists and the mechanism to obligate funds for these programs is also in place. 

Prior to the FY1999 DOT Appropriations Act, changes in spending in the annual 
transportation budget component had been achieved in the appropriations process by 
combining changes in budget/contract authority and by placing limitations on 
obligations. The principal function of the limitation on obligations is to control outlays 
in a manner that corresponds to congressional budget agreements. 

The authority to set a limitation on obligations for contract authority programs 
gave appropriators considerable leeway in allocating funds among the various federal 
transportation activities in function 400, which includes agencies such as the Coast 
Guard and the Federal Aviation Administration. In addition, the inclusion of the 
highway and transit programs and their trust-fund generated revenue streams in the 
discretionary budget provided appropriators with additional flexibility as part of the 
annual process by which available funds were allocated amongst the 13 standing 
appropriations subcommittees in the House and the Senate. 

Changes in Transportation Appropriations as a Result of 
TEA21 

TEA21 changed this budgetary procedure in two ways. First, it created new 
budget categories and second, it set statutory limitations on obligations. TEA21 
amends the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 to create 
two new budget categories: highway and mass transit. TEA21 further amends the 
budget process by creating a statutory level for the limitation on obligations in each 
fiscal year from FY 1999 to FY2003. 

In addition, TEA21 provides a mechanism to adjust the amounts in the highway 
account (but not the transit account), to correspond with increased or decreased 
receipts in the highway-generated revenues. This Revenue Aligned Budget Authority 
(RABA) redistributes to the various states, for obligational TEA21 highway 
programs, the trust fund revenues that are in excess of projected receipts. These 
additional revenues are allocated to the states using the formulas spelled out in the 
law. However, the FY2000 and FY2001 DOT requests proposed redirection of 
RABA funds from highway programs to other DOT initiatives. In the end, the 
FY2000 and FY2001 DOT appropriations acts did not adopt the Administration’s 
proposed redirection of RABA funds. 
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The net effect of the creation of these new budget categories is a predetermined 
min im um level of funding for core highway and transit programs, referred to in 
TEA21 as a discretionary spending guarantee. The highway and mass transit 
categories are separated from the rest of the discretionary budget in a way that 
prevents the funds assigned to these categories to be used for any other purpose. 
These so called “firewalls” are viewed, in the TEA21 context, as guaranteed and/or 
min im um levels of funding for highway and transit programs. Additional funds above 
the firewall level can be made available for highway and transit programs through the 
annual appropriations process. 

TEA21 changes the role of the House and Senate appropriations and budget 
committees in determining annual spending levels for highway and transit programs. 
The appropriations committees are precluded from their former role of setting an 
annual level of obligations. In addition, it appears that the Act precludes, at least in 
part, the House and Senate appropriations committees from exercising what some 
Members view as their traditional option of changing spending levels for specific 
programs or projects. In the FY2000 Appropriations Act the appropriators took some 
tentative steps to regain some of their discretion over highway spending. The FY 2000 
Act called for the redistribution of some funds among programs and added two 
significant spending projects. In the FY2001 Appropriations Act the appropriators 
have continued in this vain by adding $ 1 .37 billion in “miscellaneous highway project 
funds” for a large number of earmarked projects. Further the FY2001 Act calls for a 
redirection of a limited amount of funding between programs and includes significant 
additional funding for some TEA21 programs. 

As suggested earlier, the TEA2 1 firewalls appear to diminish the flexibility of the 
committees on appropriations to meet the goals of the annual budget process, because 
the committees can only adjust the DOT agency or program budgets outside the 
firewalls. Hence, any reduction in spending for function 400 must be allocated to 
agencies or programs other than highways or transit. In the era before the budget 
surplus, i.e. last year, this raised special concern for supporters of the Coast Guard 
and Amtrak, which are the largest DOT functions without firewall protection. The 
existence of a significant government budget surplus has diminished this concern, at 
least for the moment. 

Changes in Transportation Appropriations as a Result of the 
Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 
21 st Century (FAIR21 or AIR21) 

FAIR21 (P.F. 106-181, signed April 5, 2000) provides a so-called “guarantee” 
for FAA program spending. The guarantee for aviation spending, however, is 
significantly different from that provided by TEA21. Instead of creating new budget 
categories, the FAIR21 guarantee rests on adoption of two point-of-order rules for 
the House and the Senate. The first point-of-order prevents Congress from 
considering any legislation that does not spend all of the “total budget resources” as 
defined by FAIR21 for aviation purposes. Total budget resources forpurposes ofthe 
Act are essentially the revenues and interest accruing to the aviation trust fund. The 
second point-of-order prevents any spending for FAA operations and maintenance 
(O&M) or Research, Engineering and Development (RE&D), unless the Airport 
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Improvement Program (AIP) and the Facilities and Equipment (F&E) portions of the 
FAA account are funded at their fully authorized levels. 

Almost all observers view the FAIR21 guarantees as being somewhat weaker 
than those provided by TEA21 for highway and transit programs. Congress can, and 
sometimes does, waive points-of-order during consideration of legislation. In addition, 
there is a sense that appropriators might still have some latitude to make significant 
changes to FAA O&M funding, which is dependant on both trust fund and general 
fund contributions. For FY2001, however, no point-of-order waivers were 
considered. 

Supporters of FAIR21 believe the Act requires significant new spending on 
aviation programs . And for at least the FY 200 1 appropriations cycle, this has been the 
case. Enactment of FAIR2 1 means that transportation appropriators have total control 
over spending for only the Coast Guard, the Federal Railroad Administration 
(including Amtrak), and a number of smaller DOT agencies. All of these agencies 
were concerned about their funding prospects. However, the FY2001 Act provides 
increases for all major DOT agencies except for the FRA budget which is funded at 
roughly 1% below its FY2000 enacted level. 

Supporters of the Coast Guard are especially concerned about this new 
transportation appropriations environment. The Coast Guard is not funded by a trust 
fund and, hence, cannot claim a user-fee base to support an argument for its own 
budget firewalls. The Coast Guard has a unique status within the transportation 
budget category because of its wartime role in national defense. It is not unusual for 
the Coast Guard to receive some funds from military appropriations during the annual 
appropriations process. It is possible that the Coast Guard will seek additional funding 
from the military side of the budget in the years ahead if additional funds from 
transportation appropriations do not become available. For FY2001, however, the 
existence of a significant budget surplus has abated these concerns. 

Table 1. Status of Department of Transportation Appropriations for 

FY2001 



Subcommittee 

Markup 


House 

Report 


House 

Passage 


Senate 

Report 


Senate 

Passage 


Conf. 

Report 


Conference 
Report Approval 


Public 

Law 


House 


Senate 


House 


Senate 


H.R. 

4475 

5-8-00 


S. 2720 
6-13-00 


H.Rept. 

106-622 

5-17-00 


5-19-00 


S.Rept. 

106-309 

6-14-00 


6-15-00 


H.Rept. 

106-940 

10-5-00 


10-6-00 


10-6-00 


P.L. 

106-346 

10-23-00 



Key Policy Issues 

With release of the Clinton Administration’s FY2001 budget proposal on 
February 7, 2000, the budget debate began in earnest. In proposing an overall 
transportation spending level of nearly $55 billion, the Administration continued to 
emphasize its safety, research, environmental, infrastructure, and mobility priorities 
which complement Vice President Gore’s proposals concerning the Administration’s 
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“livability agenda.” Additional issues arose during congressional consideration of the 
appropriations legislation. The FY2001 DOT appropriations debate was less 
contentious than last year’s debate. It can be argued this is a direct result of a less 
constrained budgetary environment. 

The FY2001 DOT appropriations bill that President Clinton sighed into law (P.L. 
106-346) on October 23, 2000, provided for total funding substantially above both 
the President’s request and FY2000 funding. The $57,978 bi ll ion provided for DOT 
for FY2001 is 14% above the FY2000 level and significantly higher than the 
Administration’s request for a 7.8% increase. 1 Nearly all agencies got increases but 
the big gainers were the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) which got 16% and 25% increases over FY2000 
levels, respectively. 

The FY2001 Consolidated Appropriations Act (P.L. 106-554), which was signed 
by President Clinton on December 21, 2000, included both a government- wide 
rescission and some additional DOT spending. The rescission cuts the FY2001 DOT 
budget by roughly $125 mi ll ion. The Act also earmarked over $20 million in 
additional spending. The FY2001 enacted totals in Table 3 at the end of this report 
and the FY2001 enacted columns in the charts are rescission adjusted figures. 
Because President Bush’ s FY 2002 budget submission, when released, will include the 
official rescission adjustments for FY2001, the adjusted figures in this report should 
be considered estimates. 

The early course of the House and Senate appropriations bills was strongly 
influenced by the constraints of the budget caps that appropriators were working 
under. This environment continued through passage of the House and Senate versions 
of H.R. 4475. Once it was clear that legislation would be introduced to raise the 
spending caps enough to fund agencies not protected by funding guarantees the issues 
were few and were worked out in conference. 

Conference Issues 

The House and Senate-passed conference agreement on the FY2001 DOT 
appropriations resolved a number of policy issues that were reflected in differences 
in House and Senate versions of H.R. 4475. 

The Senate version of H.R. 4475 included language that would penalize states 
that do not adopt and enforce a 0.08% blood alcohol concentration (BAC) law by 
reducing their funding under certain federal highway programs by 5% in FY2004 and 
then 10% in FY2005. The conference agreement includes penalties on states for 
failure to adopt a 0.08 BAC law but phases them in at a rate of 2% annually over a 
four year period beginning in FY2004, to a maximum of 8%. 

The Senate bill also included a provision that prohibits DOT from spending funds 
to consider, adopt, or enforce any proposed rule or proposed amendment to the 



'This percentage was calculated using House Appropriations Committee figures which ignore 
the new user fees proposed in the Clinton Administration’s FY2001 budget proposal. 
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existing hours of service regulations that govern the driving and work hours of 
commercial drivers. Concomitantly, the conference agreement permits the Federal 
Motor Carrier Safety Administration (FMCSA) to collect and analyze public 
comments and data on its proposed hours of service rules, but prohibits FMCSA from 
taking final action during FY2001. 

In addition, the Senate bill included a provision that may not have been in 
conformance with FAIR21. It would have allowed FAA to transfer $120 million of 
Airport Improvement Program (AIP) funds to the Operations and Maintenance 
(O&M) budget. This could have been interpreted as lowering AIP funding below the 
$3.2 bi ll ion level that, under FAIR21, had to be achieved to trigger a doubling of the 
primary airport AIP formula entitlements. This could have caused a significant shift 
of funds from the formula program and a relative increase in the monies available for 
discretionary grants. The conference agreement, however, did not include the transfer 
provision. 

The House version of H.R. 4475 included language that would restrict DOT 
spending related to changing the corporate average fuel economy (CAFE) standards. 
The conference report also restricted any DOT move toward changing the present 
standard, but allows for a new study of the standards by the National Academy of 
Sciences. 

Conference agreement general provisions (Title III) added significant additional 
appropriations not included in either the House or Senate-passed bills. Section 378 
of the conference report, described in the summary table as for “miscellaneous 
highways,” provides $1.37 b ill ion for a listing of road projects earmarked with 
designated dollar amounts to be made available from the highway trust fund. Section 
326 makes available an additional $54,936 million from the highway trust fund for the 
Appalachian development highway system. Section 379 provides an additional $600 
million from general fund revenues for replacement ofthe Woodrow Wilson Memorial 
Bridge. Finally, the agreement provides $720 million from the trust fund for the 
Emergency Relief Federal Aid Highway program. 

In addition to earmarking additional funding in the text of H.R. 4475, the 
conference agreement report language directs that specific dollar amounts be made 
available for many projects in programs that are under the control of the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA). The Federal Fands Program, the Bridge 
Discretionary Program, the Transportation and Community and System Preservation 
Program, ferry boats and ferry terminals, intelligent transportation systems, and the 
National Corridor Planning and Development Program were all earmarked to a 
significant extent in the report language of the conference report. 

The conference report directs that specific dollar amounts be provided for 
discretionary airport grants to airports named in the text of the report as high priority 
projects. Although, in the past, naming certain airports’ projects as priorities was not 
unusual, specifying the dollar amounts is new. 

Transit capital investment grants were, as usual, earmarked to a significant 
degree. The agreement also provides increased budget authority to fund a number of 
projects specified in the language of the bill. 
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Revenue Aligned Budget Authority (RABA) distribution was altered as well. 
H.R. 4475 redirects the RABA distribution of funds that would have gone to the 
allocated programs, to the core programs that distribute monies to the states. For 
FY2001, although most of the RABA funds distribution was directed to the states, 
some was set aside as follows: $156 million for specific projects, $18.5 million for the 
Woodrow Wilson Memorial Bridge, $25 millionforlndianRoads, and $10 million for 
the commercial driver’s license program. 

Major Funding Trends 

Table 2 shows Department of Transportation actual or enacted funding levels 
forFY1988 through FY2001. 2 Total DOT funding more than doubled from FY1 988 
through FY2001. 

Table 2. Department of Transportation Appropriations: 

FY1988 to FY2001 

(in millions of dollars) 



Fiscal Year a 


Appropriation b 


FY1988 Actual 


25,779 


FY1989 Actual 


27,362 


FY1990 Actual 


29,722 


FY1991 Actual 


32,776 


FY1992 Actual 


36,184 


FY1993 Actual 


36,681 


FY1994 Actual 


40,359 


FY1995 Actual 


38,878 


FY1996 Actual 


37,378 


FY1997 Actual 


40,349 


FY1998 Actual 


42,381 


FY1999 Enacted 


47,224 


FY2000 Enacted 0 


50,683° 


FY2001 Estimated 


57,914 d 



a “Actual'’ amounts from FY1988 to FY1998 include funding levels initially enacted by Congress 
in the Department of Transportation and Related Agencies Appropriations bill as well as any 
supplemental appropriations and rescissions enacted at a later date for that fiscal year. “Enacted” 
figures for FY1999 and FY2000 are taken from the conference report tables (FI.Rept. 106-355). 
b Amounts include limitations on obligations, DOD transfers, and exempt obligations. 
c The across-the-board rescission mandated for FY2000 required a reduction of roughly $ 1 79 million 
from the DOT appropriations provided in P.L. 106-69. 



2 Starting in the early 1990s, about $300 million of the funds shown in Table 2 were 
transferred from the DOD appropriations budget to DOT. These monies are used to support 
Coast Guard activities. 
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d FY2001 funding figure is taken from the budget tables in H.Rept. 106-940 and adjusted for the 
0.22% rescission. Additional appropriations, transfers, and carry-overs are, in part, based on 
information provided by DOT. 



Coast Guard 

[http://www.uscg.mil/] 

The Coast Guard’s increased responsibilities for drug and illegal immigrant 
interdiction on the high seas and its aging fleet of water craft and aircraft are two 
concerns associated with its funding. The Administration requested $4,609 bi ll ion for 
Coast Guard discretionary funds in FY2001. 3 Compared to the total $4,022 bi ll ion 




appropriated in FY2000, the FY2001 request represents a $586 million, or 15% 



3 The Administration’s budget includes a number of offsets to adjust for proposed but 
unauthorized user fees that would require authorizing legislation outside the jurisdiction of the 
appropriations committees. The House Appropriations Committee’s figures on the 
Administration’s budget request factor out the impact of these non-existent user fees. Because 
of this difference, the figures in the textual discussion of the President’s FY2001 request will 
differ from those in the tables and charts of this report that rely on the House Appropriations 
Committee budget tables. The appropriations committee adjusted total for the Coast Guard 
request is $4,609 billion. 



